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REMARKS 

The above listing of the claims replaces all prior versions, and listings, of claims 
in the application. Reexamination and reconsideration in light of the proposed 
amendments and the following remarks are respectfully requested. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The reference to page 1 of the specification is noted. However, the document 
referred to on page 1 of the specification is listed (see A7) in the IDS indicated as 
considered by the Examiner on 12/14/03. 

In the Drawings 

As noted above, in the freshly submitted set of drawings, Figs. 1, 4, 9 and 10 
have been amended via the addition of numeral 23a and a lead to designate the peak 
end of the steering shaft. Support for this amendment is found in paragraph [0052.]. 

Figs. 18 and 19 have been amended via the addition of the label "Related Art." 
This amendment overcomes the objection to these figures (paragraph #3 of this Office 
Action). The Objection set forth in paragraph #4 is overcome by the amendment to 
paragraph [0027.]. 

A review of paragraphs [0029.] - [0031 .] reveals no lack of clarity. Paragraph 
[0029.] discusses the pulleys at each end of the cable connection; paragraph [0030.] 
discusses the pulley at the steering wheel end; and paragraph [0031 .] discusses the 
pulley at the steerable road wheel end of cable connection. This disclosure does not 
introduce any objectionable drawing issues. 

The Specification 

The specification has been amended to correct the informalities specified in 
paragraph #5 of this Office Action. Paragraph [0027.] has been amended to change 
"The output pulley 37" to "The input pulley 38." This establishes continuity with the 
remainder of the paragraph. 

Rejections under 35 USC 112 

In this response, claims 9 and 13 have been amended to depend from claim 7. 
This provides the necessary antecedent basis for the claiming of the first and second 
bearings. 
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Claims 1 and 17 have been amended to obviate the lack of clarification caused 
by the language "side" and "type." 

These amendments overcome the rejections set forth in paragraph #7 of this 
. Office Action. 

Rejections under 35 USC § 102 

The rejection of claims 1 and 17 under 35 USC § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Shimizu et al. is respectfully traversed. 

In this response claims 1 and 17 have been amended to call for the output 
member to be circular and configured to rotate through less than 180 degrees. This 
distinguishes over the arrangement of Shimizu et al. wherein the driving pulley 13 is 
clearly capable of rotating through more than 180 degrees and wherein there is no 
intention of limiting the amount of rotation of this element. 

Rejections under 35 USC § 103 

The rejection of claims 2, 8-10 and 12-14 under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shimizu et al. in view of DE OLS 42 06 773 A1 (DE 773) is 
respectfully traversed. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, it is necessary to show 
that the hypothetical person of ordinary skill would, without any knowledge of the 
claimed subject matter and without any inventive activity, be motivated to arrive at the 
claimed subject matter given the guidance of the cited references when each is fully 
considered as statutorily required. 

There are three possible sources for motivation to combine references: the 
nature of the problem to be solved, the teachings of the prior art, and the knowledge of 
persons of ordinary skill in the art. In re Rouffet, 149 F.3d 1350, 1357, 47 USPQ2d 
1453, 1457-58 (Fed. Cir. 1998) This case law, however, establishes that, even if the 
combination of the references may possibly teach every element of the claimed 
invention, without a motivation to combine , a rejection attempting to establish a prima 
facie case of obvious must be held improper. Additionally, the level of skill in the art, by 
itself, cannot be relied upon to provide the suggestion to combine references. Al-Site 
Corp. v. VSI Int'l Inc., 174 F.3d 1308, 50 USPQ2d 1161 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 
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In this rejection it is stated that DE 773 teaches in Fig. 4 a speed reduction gear 
that comprises a bevel gear connected to a steering shaft. Then without establishing 
' any motivation whatsoever as to why the hypothetical person of ordinary skill would be 
so inclined, the rejection asserts that it would have been obvious at the time of invention 
to have modified the arrangement disclosed in the Shimizu et al. reference to include a 
bevel gear on the steering shaft in the manner found in DE 773. This "it's known so it's 
obvious to combine" approach fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 



The claims as they stand before the PTO are allowable over the art for at least 
the reasons advanced above. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the claims 
are courteously solicited. 



Conclusion 
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